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ABSTBACT 

Evaluated vas a summer program in reading and 
mathematics for handicapped pupils in special education classes 
designed to maintain and improve these skills through individualized 
and small group instruction. Initial diagnostic testing using 
criterion-referenced tests indicated target areas for basic skills 
instruction, which vas implemented through the use of a prescriptive 
multi-modal teaching method. After retesting, for each of the four 
components involved — neurologically impaired/emotionally handicapped, 
emotionally handicapped (A and B classes) , neurologically impaired 
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and neurologically impaired (demonstration classes) — it vas found, in 
respective order, that 91 X, 77X, 85X, and 78% of the students 
mastered at least one math objective; and 93X, 78J(, 87X, and 61% 
mastered at least one language objective, furthermore, the results 
indicated that in either category the majority of participants could 
obtain from one to four instructional objectives. (Appended materials 
include behavioral objectives used and results in tabular form). 
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I. The Programs 



The Summer Program in Reading and Mathematics for Handicapped Pupils in 
Special Education Classes aimed to maintain and to improve these skills through 
individualized and small group instruction. Initial diagnostic testing using 
criterion reference tests indicated those basic skills in which a participant 
would benefit by improvement. These target areas were subjected to a pres- 
criptiive multi-modal teaching method involving a wide range of materials and 
techniques. Pupils were later retested to determine the extent of successful 
remedia.tion. 

The participants included those eligible pupils who lived in the area 
of a Title I eligible school. The present evaluation is concerned with the 
following components of the summer program: 1. Neurologically impaired-emotional 
handicapped (herein called the NIEH component), 2. Emotionally handicapped — 
A and B classes (herein called the EHAB component), 3, Neurologically impaired 
and/or severely physically handicapped (herein called the NI component), and 
4. Emotionally handicapped and neurologically impaired diamonstration classes 
for the Teacher Training Institute (herein called the TTI component). Pupils 
were selected according to the following criteria: 1. Teacher observation 
find ratings of classroom work during the regular school year, 2. The results 
of MAT and WRAT evaluations administered during the regular school year, and 
3. l>upils who ;jere two or more years retarded in reading and/or mathematics. 

Classes were held in all five boroughs and met from July 7 - August 15, 
1975. The summer program itself functioned from July 1 - August 31, 1975. 
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II. Evaluative Procedures 



Although the evaluation centered around the three objectives outlined 
in the evaluation design^ the results obtained from each of the program's 
components will be treated separately. 
A. Objective #1 . 

"To determine if, as a result of participation in the program, 70 percent 
of the pupils master at least one instructional objective which prior to the 
program they did not master.'' 

1.1 Subjects^: All program participants. 

1.2 Methods and Procedures : "Using the May, 1975 Title I city-wide test as 

a leveler, all participants will be administered, as a pretest, selected criterion- 
referenced tests to ascertain individual instructional objectives for each 
pupil. For each instructional objective diagnosed as requiring remediation 
(as determined Iby pretest failure), a post-test will be administered on an 
individual basis after an appropriate interval of instruction. For each 
instructional objective, results of passing and failing on both the pretest 
and the post-test will be recorded on the Class Evaluation Record." 

The Random House Criterion Reading Tests, McGraw-Hill Tests of Basic 
Experience (Tobe) and the American Guidance Key Math Tests were the criterion- 
reference tests selected in the original evaluation design. However, only the 
NIEH component, which used the Tobe, in addition to the McGraw-Hill P.R.I. , 
will be in basic accord. Due to an error in the purchasing department, the 
other three components were forced to choose anotb^^r diagnostic instrument. 
The supervisors chose Harcourt, Brace, World, Inc's Stanford Diagnostic Reading 
Test (SDRT) and Arithmetic Test (SDAT) , with modification cleared through the 
Title I coordinator. The modification rendered the test n nonstandardized 
teacher determined criterion-referenced test. The supervisors chose the items 
from SDRT and SDAT which tested the instructional objectives they defined and 
determined a mastery criterion. The supervisor of the EHAB component elected 
a mastery level of 70% correct responses. The procedures Chosen by the TTI and 
NI components are addended to the present report. These three components will 
Q be evaluated according to the modifications. q 




1.3 Data analysis : ''Data will be analyzed and presented in tabular form ascer- 
taining the percentage of participants demonstrating mastery or non -mastery 

of each instructional objective ... at inital testing, and final testing." 

Although the original design called for an analysis based upon the SED 
classification system, this will not be done entirely. The, absence of guidelines 
for translating the microskills tested in the Tobe and P.R.I, into the 
instructional objectives of the state classification system would render the 
task questionable and presumptuous. Therefore, the instructional objectives 
defined in these tests will be reported in the language of these tests. 

1.4 Time Schedule : "The pretest will be administered at the beginning of the 
program; the post-test at appropriate intervals throughout the life of the 
program." 

B. Objective #2 . 

"To determine, as a result of participation in the program, the extent to 
which pupils demonstrate mastery of instructional objectives." 

2.1 Subjects : See 1.1 above 

2.2 Methods and Procedures : See 1.2 above. 

2.3 Time Schedule : See 1.4 above 

2.4 Data Analysis : "Data will be analyzed and presented in narrative and tabular 
form to ascertain each of the following: 

A) The distribution of pupils failing to demonstrate mastery prior to instruction 
and not receiving sufficient instruction to receive the post-test. 

B) The distribution of pupils demons tratin^i mastery of objectives prior to 
instruction. 

C) The distribution of pupil mastery as a result of instruction by instructional 
objectives . 

D) The distribution of the number of objectives mastered as a result of instruction. 

E) The distribution of percentage of pupils achieving various levels of mastery 
of instructional objectives." 

C. Objective #3 . 

"To determine the extent of which the program, as actually carried out, 
coincided with the program as described in the project proposal." 

Statements regarding this evaluation objective will be based on interviews 
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with supervisors and teachers -in-charge, as well as clasiiroom observations 
made during visits to instruction sites. 

III. Findings 

I. NIEH component. 

A. Objective jj^l ; "To determine if, as a result of participation in the 
in the program, 70 percent of the pupils master at least one instructional 
objective which prior to the program they did not master." 

The data were summarized according to the percentage of students passing 

the pret&st and peircentage of students passing the post-test. Table 1 presents 

the data from the Tobe math test. Levels K and L. Table 2 presents the data from 

the Tobe language test. Levels K and L, and the P.R.I,, Level Red. Regarding 

the specific goal of objective #1, 91% of the pupils post-tested master'id at 

least one math instructional objective, while 93% mastered at least one language 

objective (see Table 7). 

B. , Objective #2 : "To determine, as a result of participation in the 
program; the extent to which pupils demonstrate mastery of instructional 
objectives ." 

Table 3 reports the number and percentage of pupils not receiving a post- 
test categorized according to the number of objectives failed during pretesting. 
33% of the number of registrants reported by the component as participating 
in some degree were not post-tested. While all of these represent program 
dropouts, many of these dropped out within the last 1-2 weeks'rwhen they were 
scheduled for retesting. It was suggested that many of the pupils, realizing 
that the program was soon to end, simply stopped coming. 

Table 4 shows the distribution of pupils demonstrating mastery prior to 
instruction. While few students actually demonstrated 100% mastery in initial 
te;scing (see Table 3), 61 - 63% of the students mastered at least 75% of the 

10 



Table 1 



PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS ORIGINALLY PASSING THE PRETEST AND THE 
PERCENTAGE PASSING THE POST-TEST AFTER INITIALLY FAILING PRETEST 
ACCORDING TO INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVE IN THE TOBE MATH TEST, LEVELS K AND L 

Percentage Percentage 
passing only passing 

Instructional Objectives Pretest post-test 

TOBE. Level K 



1. 


Quantity 


84 


80 


2. 


Term - position 


87 


75 


3. 


Geometrical shapes 


94 


100 


4. 


Geometrical terms 


90 


100 


5. 


Counting 


8^ 


.30 


6. 


Geometrical shapes - classes 


87 


50 


7. 


Terms - half 


52 


93 


8. 


Counting & logic 


84 


80 


9. 


Terms - pair 


84 


80 


10. 


Clock-reading terms 


65 


73 


11. 


Geometrical terms 


77 


71 


12. 


Terms - dozen 


77 


71 


13. 


Relative capacity 


81 


50 


14. 


Terms - small 


87 


100 
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Table 1 (con't.) 



Instructional Objectives Pretest Post-test 



15. 


Clock-reading terms 


84 


60 


16. 


Coin identification - money values 


42 


61 


17. 


Relating numerals to objects 


87 


75 


18. 


Measuring - thermometers 


58 


77 


19. 


Terms - whole/part 


71 


89 


20. 


Terms - same 


71 


89 


21. 


Terms - few 


39 


74 


22. 


Relative weights 


74 


75 


23. 


Relating numbers to objects 


58 


92 


24. 


Class inclusion 


42 


61 


25. 


Measuring - length " 


29 


64 


26. 


Coin identification - money values 


55 


71 


27. 


Quantity versus volume 


74 


88 


28. 


Terms - specific quantity 


58 


46 


TOBE, Level L 






la. 


Relative size 


98 


50 


lb. 


Terms - empty 


95 


67 


2a. 


Relative weight 


96 


80 
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Table 1 (con't.) 



Instructional Oblectives 



2d • 


Clock reading 


3a * 


Terms - widest 


3b, 


Qtiantity: dozen = 12 


A-a. 


Counting " suDtracting 


A-b • 


Terms - position 


5a . 


Terms " position 


3D • 


riuinerBi. maccnxiig 


oa • 


£lcclS UX^XHK uiic J. iiujuictd. ^wwxvA/ 


OD . 




7a. 


xerms mBccnxng 


/ D • 


Pniin^"frn? — sddlnz/numerals 


0& • 


Mnnov \7a1 iif^Q -* "relative exoense 


OD . 


inverse proportiuiia 


9a. 


Measuring - ruler 


9b. 


Terms - matching 


10a. 


Measuring - calendar 


10b. 


Geometrical terms - curve vs. angle 


11a. 


Counting - subtracting/numeral 


lib. 


Relative age - logic 


12a. 


Terms - fraction 


12b. 


Relating numbers to objects 



Pretest Post- test 





50 


/ J 


59 


oc 


70 


7Q 


69 


on r^'^ 


71 


87 


88 


79 


78 


70 


47 


38 


56 


85 


84 


81 


75 


87 


65 


39 


43 


96 


60 


94 


63 


96 


100 


60 


50 


93 


33 


83 


41 


49 


61 


90 


77 
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Tabl e 1 (con't.) 

Instructional Objectives 

13a. Geometrical terms - circles 

13b. Matching related objects 

14a. Terms - row 

14b Terms - fourth 



Note. The number of students involved with each objective can be 
determined with information provided in Table 5. 



Pretest 

79 
73 
55 
89 



Post-test 

67 
59 
49 
57 
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Table 2 

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS ORIGINALLY PASSING THE PRETEST AND THE PERCENTAGE 
PASSING THE POST-TEST AFTER INITIALLY FAILING PRETEST ACCORDING TO INSTRUC- 
TIONAL OBJECTIVE IN THE TOBE I^NGUAGE TEST, LEVELS K AND L, AND THE PRI 



Instructional Objectives 



Percentage 
passing 
pretest 



Percentage 
only passing 
post-cest 



TOBE. Level K 

1 . Comparatives 

2. Negative class inclusion 

3. Position terms 

4. Past tense 

5. Communication 

6. Symbol decoding terms 

7. Position - terms 

8. Negative class inclusion 

9. Position - terms 

10. Contextual meaning 

11. Negative class inclusion 

12. Plurals - class inclusion 

13. Position - terms 

14. Position - terms 



94 
94 
94 
21 
74 
88 
47 
79 
88 
82 
85 
91 
85 
85 



100 
100 
50 
67 
56 
75 
78 
86 
75 
67 
60 
100 
80 
80 
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Table 2 (con't.) 



Instructional Objectives Pretest Post-test 

15. Future tense logic 76 100 

16. Reading readiness - proper book position 47 67 

17. Recognizing s3mibols - letters vs. numerals 79 57 

18. Phonemes 91 0 

19. Position - terms 76 25 

20. Recognizing symbols - letter vs. non-letter 65 67 

21. Reading readiness - missing component 85 80 

22. Readj.ng readiness - rhyming 56 60 

23. Reading readiness - mat:ching 76 100 

24. Reading readiness - rhyming 53 63 

25. Reading readiness - matching 79 . 71 

26. Double comparatives - logic 88 25 

27. Phonemes 62 46 

28. Contextual meaning 85 40 

TOBE, Level L 

la. Negative class inclusion 99 100 

lb. Contextual meaning " 70 48 

2a. Position - terms 92 67 

2b. Listening - sentence subject 96 67 

3a. Relating phonemes to letters 88 44 
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Table 2 (con't.) 



Instructional Objectives 



Pretest 



Post-test 



3b. 


Contextual meaning 


92 


50 


4a. 


Contextual meaning 


88 


67 


4b. 


Double class inclusion logic 


83 


77 


5a. 


Position - terms 


94 


80 


5b. 


Class inclusion - terms/logic 


95 


75 


6a. 


Listening - subject-verb relationships 


64 


54 


6b. 


Symbol decoding - terms 


60 


61 


7a. 


Sound-letter relationships 


79 


75 


7b. 


Letter discrimination-perception 


74 


65 


8a. 


Symbol decoding - terms 


44 


63 


3b. 


Future tense - logic 


74 


55 


9a. 


Perception - logic 


95 


100 




N6gaCXV6 Class XliCXuSX^U 


83 


54 


10a. 


Phonemes 


77 


67 


ICb. 


Listening - adverb 


39 


57 


11a. 


Reading readiness - pmctuation 


60 


42 


lib. 


Contextual meaning 


58 


59 


12a. 


Position - terms 


88 


56 


12b. 


Phonemes 


83 


62 


13a. 


Position - terms 


70 


57 
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Table 2 (con't.) 

Instructional Objectives Pretest Post-test 

13b. Reading readiness - rhjmilng 42 47 

14a. Class Inclusion - terms/logic 77 50 

14b. Letter recognition - terras 60 42 

PRI, Level A 

1. Vowel sounds - matching ' 65 63 

3. Vowel sounds - unlike 72 54 

4. Consonant substitution - blends 74 50 

5 . Consonant substitution - initial and final 67 73 

6. Consonant substitution - final 74 33 

7. Syllables - number 87 83 

16. Inflected words - singular/plural 78 90 

17. Inflected words - affixes 76 64 

19. Adjectives - positive, comparative, and 

-superlative 85 29 

20. Preposition and prepositional phrases 89 40 

21. Pronouns 87 67 

23. Contractions - word pairs, etc. 93 67 

24 . Compounds - recognition 83 63 
28. Subject-verb agreement - Irregular 70 57 
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Table 2 (con'tQ 

Instructional Objectives Pretest Post-^test 

29. Sentence building - subject-predicate 83 63 

38. Llke/unllke entitles - word definition 98 100 

39. Llke/unllke entitles - synonyms 91 75 

40. Llke/unllke entitles - antonyms 91 25 

41. Llke/unllke entitles - positive/negative 

sentences 98 0 

42. Use of context - sentence completion 91 , 75 

43. Homonyms in context 87 50 
44a. Sentence sense - match 78 . 60 
44b. Sentence sense - Identify nonsense 83 ,63 

57. Event sequence 57 45 

58,. Story setting 76 36 

59. Stoiry detail - recall/desc. words 76 - 18 

62. Cause 78 30 

63. Inference 67 40 

64. Conclusion 65 31 
67a. Main Idea - title 76 18 
67b. Main Idea - sumnary 76 18 

68. Character analysis - feelings 83 25 

69. Character analysis - motive/cause 83 13 
72. Sensory Imagery 78 20 
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Table 2 (con't.) 

Instructional Oblectives 

79. Problem solution 
83. Reality and fantasy 



Note. The number of students Involved with each objective can be deter- 
mined with information provided in Table 6. 



Pretest 



89 
89 



Post- test 



20 
0 
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Table 3 



DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL NON-MASTERIf OR PRETEST AND NO POST-TEST FOIiOM UP 



Math Tests Language Tests 



Nuttiber of Instructional 

Ob jgctivesjalled _ Number of Pupils Percentage of Pupils Number of Pupils Percentage of Pupils 



15 or more 


0 


0 


1 




13-lV 


0 


0 


0 


0 


U-12 


3 


' 3.8 


3 


3.9 


9-10 




5.1 


3 


3.9 


T-8 


10 


12.8 


10 


13.0 


5-6 


17 


21.8 








2h 


30.8 


20 


26.0 


1-2 


18 


23.1 


12^ 


15.6 


0 


2 


2.6 


6 . 


T.8 


Not tested 


0 


0 


3 


3.9 



Table h 



DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL MASTEHI OF INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVE PRIOR TO INSTRUCHON 



Math Tests 

Percentage of Mastery 

of Instructional Objectives Nimber of Pupils Percentage of Pupils 

76-100* 99 63.1 

51- 75^6 50 31.8 

26- 50?t 5 3,2 

0- 25^6 3 1.9 



Language Teats 

Percentage of Mastery 

of Instructional Objectives Number of Pupils Percentage of Pupils 

76-100* 97 61.8 

51-75* 3h.h 

26- 50* 6 3.8 

0-25* 0 0 
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objectives tested. This means that four or less target objectives remained 
for instruction from the Tobe tests and nine or less from the P.R.I. , however 
the number appeared to be sufficient for the program. 

Tables 5 and 6 show the distribution of pupils mastering each objective as 
a result of instruction for both the arithmetic and the language test, respectively. 
In both cases remediation was directed to all objectives measured though the 
number of students involved with each objective varied greatly. 

Table 7 reports the number of objectives mastered as a result of instruction. 
In the math tests only 8.9% mastered no objectives while 63.5% mastered three 
or more. In the language tests 6.4% mastered none, while 70.7% mastered three 
or more. 

Table 8 presents the distribution of the percentage of pupils achieving 

various levels of mastery. 74.5%, achieved 50% or more of the math objectives 

they initially failed, while 70% achieved that amount in the language test. 

C. Objective #3 : "To determine the extent of which the program, as 
actually carried out, coincided with the program as described in the project 
proposal." 

The program adequately served the needs of the neurologically impaired- 
emotionally handicapped student. As determined by the site visits the NIEH 
component appeared to function excellently under able and creative leadership, 
and generally very good - excellent instruction. Solid formal classes on 
arithmetic and reading with individualized and small group instruction were 
supported by strong arts and crafts, physical education, shop programs, and 
field trips. The support programs, while chiefly motivational in concept, 
were excellently designed as part of the teaching method and tightly geared 
to the attainment of the diagnosed instructional objectives. 

Three points seemed to adversely affect the programs that the component 
offered: 1. The late funding date led to a lack of supplies at the beginning 
of the program, 2. Busing problems at the Manhattan site (PS IIM) severely 
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Table 5 

DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL MASTERY BY INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVE AS A RESULT OF INSTRUCTION 
THE RATIO OF PUPILS ACHIEVING MASTERY TO PUPILS ATTEMPTING MASTERY 
AND THE PERCENTAGE OF MASTERY 

Instructional Objective (Math) Ratio Percentage 



TOBE, Level K 



1. 


Quantity 


4/5 


80 .0 


2. 


Term - position 


3/4 


75.0 


3. 


Geometrical shapes 


2/2 \ 


100 


4. 


Geometrical terms 


3/3 \ 


100 


5. 


Counting 


4/5 \ 


80.0 


6. 


Geometrical shapes - classes 


2/4 \ 


50.0 


7. 


Terms - half 


14/15 \ 


93.3 


8. 


Counting - logic 


4/5 


80.0 


9. 


Terms - pair 


4/5 


80.0 


10. 


Clock-reading terms 


8/11 


\ 72 7 


11. 


Geometrical terms 


5/7 


\ 71.4 


12. 


Terms - dozen 


5/7 


71.4 


13. 


Relative capacity 


3/6 


50.0 


14. 


Terms - small 


4/4 


100 



25 
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Table 5 (con't.) 



Instructional Oblectlve (Math) Ratio Percentage 



15. 


Clock-reading terms 


3/5 


60 


.0 


16. 


Coin identification - money values 


11/18 


61 


.1 


17 


Relating numerals to objects 


3/4 


75, 


.0 


18. 


Measuring - thermometers 


10/13 


76, 


.9 


19. 


Terms - whole/part 


8/9 


88, 


.9 


20. 


Terms - same 


8/9 


88, 


.9 


21. 


Terms - few 


14/19 


73 


.7 


22. 


Relative weights 


6/8 


75 


.0 


23. 


Relating numbers to objects 


12/13 


92 


.3 


24. 


Class inclusion 


11/16 


68 


.8 


25. 


Measuring - length 


14/22 


63 


.6 


26 . 


Com laencincacion money vuiueo 


10/14 


71 


.4 


27. 


Quantity versus volume 


7/8 


87 


.5 


28. 


Terms - specific quantity 


6/13 


46 


.2 


TOBE 


, Level L 








la. 


Relative size 


1/2 


50 


.0 


lb. 


Terms - empty 


4/6 


66 


.7 


2a. 


Relative weight 


4/5 


80 


.0 



26 
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Table 5 (con't) 



Instructional Obiective (Math) 


Ratio 


Percentage 


2b. 


Clock reading 


1/2 


50.0 


3a. 


Terms - widest 


20/34 


58.8 


3b. 


Quantity - dozen = 12 


16/23 


69.6 


4a. 


Counting - subtracting 


18/26 


69.2 


4b. 


Terms - position 


12/17 


70.6 


5a. 


Terms - position 


14/16 


87.5 


5b. 


Numeral matching 


21/27 


77.8 


6a. 


Measuring - thermometer (cold) 


18/38 


47.4 


6b. 


Relationships - money-purse 


44/78 


56.4 


7a. 


Terms - matching 


16/19 


84.2 


7b. 


Counting - adding/numerals 


18/24 


75.0 


8a. 


Money values - relative expense 


11/17 


64.7 


8b. 


Inverse proportions 


33/77 


42.9 


9a. 


Measuring - ruler 


3/5 


60.0 


9b. 


Terms - matching 


5/8 


62.5 


10a. 


Measuring - calendar 


5/5 


100 


10b. 


Geometrical terms - curve vs. angle 


25/50 


50 


11a. 


Counting - subtracting /numeral 


3/9 


33.3 


lib. 


Relative age - logic 


9/22 


40.9 


12a. 


Terms - fraction 


39/64 


60.9 


12b. 


Relating numbers to objects 


10/13 


76.9 


13a. 


Geometrical terms - circles 


18/27 


66.7 
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Table 5 (con't) 

Instructional Oblectlve (Math) ^t±o Percentage 

13b. Matching related objects 20/34 58.8 

14a. Terms - row 28/57 49.1 

14b. Terms - fourth 8/14 57.1 



28 



ERIC 



24 



Table 6 fcon't) 
Instructional Obi active (LanKuaae) 


Ratio 


Percentage 


3b, 


Contextual meaning 


3/6 


50 


4a. 


Contextual meaning 


6/9 


66.7 


4b. 


Double class inclusion logic 


10/13 


76.9 


5a. 


Position - terras 


4/5 


80.0 


5b-. 


Class inclusion terras/logic 


3/4 


75.0 


6a. 


Listening - subject-verb relationships 


15/28 


53.6 


6b. 


Syxnbol decoding - terras 


19/31 




7a. 


Sound-letter relationships 


12/16 


75.0 


7b. 


Letter discrimination perception 


13/20 


65.0 


8a. 


Symbol decoding - terras 


27/43 


62 8 


8b. 


Future tense - logic 


11/20 


55.0 


9a. 


Perception - logic 


4/4 


100 


9b. 


Negative class inclusion 


7/13 


53.8 


10a. 


Phonemes 




66.7 


10b. 


Listening - adverb 


27/47 


57.4 


11a. 


Reading readiness - Punctuation 


13/31 


41.9 


lib. 


Contextual meaning 


19/32 


59.4 


12a. 


Position terras 


5/9 


55.6 


12b. 


Phonemes 


8/13 


61.5 


13a. 


Position terms 


13/23 


56.5 
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Table 6 (con't) 



Instructional Objective (Langtiage) 
13b. Reading readiness - rhyming 
14a. Class Inclusion - tenns/loglc 
14b . Letter recognition terms 



Ratio 
21/45 
9/18 
13/31 



Percentage 
46.7 
50.0 
41.9 



P.R.I. - Level A 

1. Vowel sounds - matching 

3. Vowel sounds - unlike 

4. Consonant substitution - blends 

5. Consonant substitution - initial and final 

6. Consonant substitution - final 

7. Syllables - number 

16. Inflected words - singular/plural 

17. Inflected words - affixes 

19. Adjectives - Positive, comparative, and superlative 

20. Preposition and prepositional phrases 

21. Pronouns 

23. Contractions - word pelrs, etc. 

24. Compounds - recognition 

28. Subject- verb agreement - irregular 



10/16 

7/13 

6/12 

11/15 

4/12 

5/6 

9/10 

7/11 

2/7 

2/5 

4/6 

2/3 

5/8 

8/14 



62.5 
53-8 
50.0 
73.3 
33.3 
83.3 
90.0 
63.6 
28.6 
40.0 
66.7 
66.7 
62.5 
57.1 
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Table 6 (con't) 

Instructional Objective (Language ) Ratio Percentage 

29. Sentence building - subject-predicate 5/8 62.5 

38. Llke/unllke entitles - word definition 1/1 100 

39. Llke/unllke entitles - synonyms 3/4 75.0 

40. Llke/unllke entitles - anton3^s 1/4 25.0 

41. Llke/unllke entitles - positive/negative 0/1 0 
sentences 

42. Use of context - sentence completion 3/4 75.0 

43. Homonyms In context 3/6 50.0 
44a. Sentence sense - match 6/10 60.0 
44b. Sentence sense - Identify nonsense 5/8 62.5 

57. Event sequence 9/20 45.0 

58. Story setting 4/11 36.4 
59 Story detail - recall/desc. words 2/11 18,2 

62. Cause 3/10 30.0 

63. Inference 6/15 40:0. 

64. Conclusion 5/16 31.3 
67a. Main Idea - title 2/11 18.2 
67b. Main Idea - summary 2/11 18.2 

68. Character analysis feelings 2/8 25.0 

69. Character analysis: motive/cause 1/8 12.5 
72. Sensory Imagery 2/10 20.0 
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Table 6 (con't) 

Instructional Ob.lectlve (Language ) Ratio Percentage 

79. Problem solution 1/5 20.0 

83 . Reality and fantasy 0/5 0 



( 
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T-ble 7 



DISTRIBUTION OF THE NUI-IBER OF INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES M.'^STERED AFTER INSTRUCTION 



Math Tests 



Number of Instructional 
Objectives Mastered 

None 

1-2 

5-6 
7-8 
9-10 

11 or mor« 



Number of Pupils 
Ih 
h3 
50 
28 
11 

8 

3 



Percentage of Pupils 

8.9 

27A 
31.8 
17.8 

7.0 

5.1 

1.8 



Language Tests 



Number of Instructional 
Objectives Mastered 

None 

1-2 

3-h 

5-6 

7-8 

9-10 

11 or more 



Number of Pupils 
10 
36 

65 
28 
10 

5 

3 



Percentage of F'^riils 
22.9 

1-1, u 
17.3 

3.2 
1.9 



Table 8 



DISTRIBUTION OF PERCENTAGE OF PUPILS ACHIEVINC IXVELS OF MASTERir 
OF INSTHUCnOIlAL OBJECTIVES 



Math Tests 



Language Tests 



Percentage of Mastery of 
Instructional Objectives 



',ffOo,ectives Attempted) 


Number of Papils 


Percentage of Pupils 


Number of Pupils 
38 


Percentage of Pupils 


90 - 100} 


In 


26.1 


80- 89{ 


17 


10.8 


llf 




70 - 79( 


25 


15.9 




12.1 - 


60- 6^ 


15 


9.6 ■ 


20 


12.7 ' . 


50 - 59< 


19 


124 


19 


12.1 




12 


7.6 


a 


5.1 


30 . 3^ 


8 


5.1 


8 


5.1 


20 « 2% 


6 


' 3.8 


Ik 


8.9 


10. 19} 


0 


0 


6 


3.8 


0-9* 


111 


8.9 


U 


7.0. 
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30 

, reduced the number of students attending during the first week (8 - 10 pupils), 
3. A general lack of time for planning programs between the supervisors and 
teachers-in-charge existed at the start. 
II. The EHAB component. 

A. Objective #1 ; ''To determine if, as a result of participation in the 
program, 70 percent of the pupils master at least one instructional objective 
which prior to the program they did not master." 

Table 9 summarizes the data obtained according to the percentage of students 
passing the pretest and the percentage of students passing the post-test. 
Both math and language scores are included. Regarding the specific goal of 
objective #1, 77% of the pupils post-tested mastered at least one math instruc- 
tional objective, while 78% mastered at least one reading objective (see Table 
13). 

B. Objective #2 : "To determine, as a result of participation in the 
program, the extent to which pupils demonstrate mastery of instructional 
objectives.'* 

Table 10 reports the number of pupils not receiving a post-test categorized 
according to the number of objectives failed during pretesting. Also included 
is the number of students who were not pretested but whose name appeared on 
the Class Evaluation Report. Approximately 25% of the registrants participating 
in the program appear on this table under the math column, while 27% appear 
under the language column. The greatest majority of these students included 
in the table did not receive a pretest. 

Table 11 reports the distribution of participants exhibiting mastery of 
objectives prior to instruction. The greatest percentage of students (63.4% 
for math, and 84.97o for reading) demonstrated 25%, or less, mastery of the 
tested objectives. 

Table 12 sunmarizes by instructional objective the number and percentage 
of students achieving mastery during post-testing for both reading and math. 

Table 13 reports the number of objectives mastered as a result of instruction. 
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Table 9 

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS ORIGINALLY PASSING THE PRETEST AND THE PERCENTAGE 
PASSING THE POST-TEST AFTER INITIALLY FAILING THE PRETEST ACCORDING TO INSTRUC- 
TIONAL OBJECTIVE IN THE EHAB COMPONENT'S MODIFICATION OF THE SDAT AND SDRT 

Percentage Percentage 
passing only passing 

Instructional Objective pretest post-test 



Math 



1101 




Preoperational concepts 


42 


68 


1102 




Whole numbers 


33 


50 


1104 




Decimal place value 


36 


53 


1106 




Real numbers 


50 


63 


110/ 




Aauition 


I'Q 


75 


1107. 


,01 


Addition: no regrouping 


88 


20 


1107 . 


02 


Addition: with regrouping 


61 


71 


1108 




Subtraction 


11 


44 


1108. 


,01 


Subtraction: no regrouping 


54 


75 


1108. 


,02 


Subtraction: with regrouping 


14 


60 


1109 




Multiplication 


9 


21 


1109. 


01 


Multiplication: no regrouping 


21 


46 


1109. 


03 


Multiplication: two place 


0 


38 


1109. 


04 


Multiplication: three place 


0 


38 


1110 




Division 


4 


20 


1110. 


01 


Division: one place, no remainder 


0 


19 


1110. 


03 


Division: two place 


0 


9 


1110. 


04 


Division: three place 


0 


5 
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Table 9 (con' t) 



Instructional Obi active 


pretest 


post-test 




Language 






2101 


Letter recognition 


0 


75 


2102 


Initial consonants 


15 


61 


2103 


Medial consonants 


0 


0 


2104 


Final consonants 


13 


59 


2105 


Consonant blends 


9 


38 


2106 


Vowels: single letter 


0 


15 


2107 


Vowels: more than one lette . 


0 


0 


2108 


Consonant digraphs 


9 


24 


2109 


Silent consnonants 


5 


21 


2110 


Rhyming words 


0 


50 


2201 


Compound words 


0 


11 


2202 


Contractions 


0 


13 


2203 


Bndlngs 


0 


19 


2204 


Prefixes, suffixes, affixes 


0 


20 


2205 


Syllables 


6 


25 


2305 


Word meaning 


8 


42 


2402 


Classifying 


0 


100 


2403 . 


Inferences 


0 


100 


2404 


Facts' and details 


9 


48 


2405 


Following directions 


50 


100 


2406 


Main Ideas 


0 


100 


2407 


Picture clues 


0 


100 
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Table 9 (con't) 

Instructional Oblectlve pretest post-test 

Language (con't) 

2408 Drawing conclusions 3 8 

2409 Sequence 0 100 
SDRT Reading comprehension total 10 20 



Note. The number of students Involved with each objective can be 
determined with Information provided In Table 12. 
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Table 10 



DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL NON-MASTERY ON PRETEST AND NO POST-TEST FOLLOW UP 



Hath Tests Language Tests 



Number of Instructional 

Objecttves Failed Number of Pupils Percentage of Pupils Number of Pupilii Percentage of Pupils 
15 or more 



13-14 


1 


2.2 






11-12 


2 


4.3 


2 


3.8 


9-10 


0 


0 


2 


3.8 


7-8 


0 


0 


8 


15.4 


5-6 


8 


17.4 


3 


5.8 


3-4 


5 


10.9 


4 


7.7 


1-2 


3 


6.5 


5 


9.6 


0 


2 


4.3 


4 


7.7 


Not tested 


25 


54.? 


24 


46.2 




35 



Table 11 



DISTRIBOTION OF PUPIL MASTERT OF IHSTBUCTIOHAL OBJECTTIVE PRIOR TO INSTRUCPION 



Math TeatB 

Percentage of Mastery 

qf Xnstr'ietlenal Objectlvea Huniber of Pupils Percentage of Pupils 

76-100^ h 2.8 

51- 73% 19 13.1 

26- 505t 30 20.7 

0- 25^ 92 63.1* 

Language Testa 

Percentage of Mastery 

of Instlmctlonal Objectives number of Pupils Percentage of Pupils 



76-100?t 0 0 

51- 75^ 10 7.2 

26- 50^ 11 7.9 

0- 255^ 118 8^4.9 
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Table 12 

DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL MASTERY BY INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTl\fE AS A RESULT OF INSTRUCTION: 
THE RATIO OF PUPILS ACHIEVING MASTERY TO PUPILS ATTEMPTING MASTERY 
AND THE PERCENTAGE OF MASTERY 



Instructional Objective 
Math 



Ratio 



Percentag e 



1101 


Preoperational concepts 


27/40 


67.5 


1102 


Whole numbers 


3/6 


50.0 


1104 


Decimal place value 


26/49 


53.1 


1106 


Real numbers 


15/24 


62.5 


1107 


Addition 


41/55 


74.5 


1107.01 


Addition: no regrouping 


1/5 


20.0 


1107.02 


Addition: with regrouping 


12/17 


70.6 


1108 


Subtraction 


34/78 


43.6 


1108.01 


Subtraction: no regrouping 


15/20 


75.0 


1108.02 


Subtraction: with regrouping 


22/37 


59.5 


1109 


Multiplication 


10/48 


20.8 


1109.01 


Multiplication: no regrouping 


16/35 


45.7 


1109.03 


Multiplication: two place 


12/43 


27.9 


1109.04 


Multiplication: three' place 


12/43 


27.9 


1110 


Division 


5/25 


20.0 


1110.01 


Division: ona place, no remainder 


8/42 


19.0 


1110.03 


Division: two place 


4/43 


9.3 


1110.04 


Division: three place 


2/43 


4.7 
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Table 12 (con't.) 



Instructional Oblecttve Ratio Percentage 





LanRuase 






21C1 


Letter recognition 


4/5 


75.0 


2102 


Initial consonants 


40/66 


60.6 


2103 


Medial consonants 


0/2 


0 


2104 


Final consonants 


38/65 


58.5 


2105 


Consonant blends 


18/48 


37.5 


2106 


Vowels : single letter 


3/20 


15.0 


2107 


Vowels : more than one letter 


0/2 


0 


2108 


Consonant digraphs 


12/51 


23.5 


2109 


Silent consonants 


8/38 


21.1 


2110 


Rhyming words 


1/2 


50.0 


2201 


Compound words 


1/9 


11.1 


2202 


Contractions 


1/8 


12.5 


2203 


Endings 


3/16 


18.8 


2204 


Prefixes, suffixes, affixes 


3/15 


20.0 


2205 


Syllables 


15/60 


25.0 


2305 


Word meaning 


23/55 


41.8 


2402 


Classifying 


4/4 


100 


2403 


Inferences 


4/4 


100 


2404 


Facts and details 


19/40 

• 


47.5 


2405 


Following directions 


1/1 


100 


2406 


Main ideas 


6/6 


100 


2407 


Picture clues , ^ ^ 


2/2 


100 
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Tab le 12 (con't.) 

Instructional Oblectlve Ratio Percentage 

R esiding (con't.) 

2408 Drawing conclusions 3/39 7.7 

2409 Sequence 2/2 100 
SDRT Reading comprehension total 12/60 20 
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Table 13 ' 



DISTRIBUTION OF THE NUMBER OF INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES MASTERED AFTER INSTRUCTION 



Math Tests 



Nuniber of Instructional 
Objectives Mastered 

Bone 

1-2 

5-6 
7-8 
9-10 

11 or more 



Number of Pupils 

33 
7h 
19 
16 

1 

0 

0 



Percentage of Pupils 
\ 23.1 
51.7 
13.3 
11.2 
0.7 
0 
0 



Language Tests 



Number of Instructional 
Objectives Mastered 

None 

1-2 

5-6 
7-8 
9-10 

11 or more 



Number of Pupils 
31 
75 
31 

2 

0 

0 

0 



Percentage of Pupils 

22.3 
5'+.0 
22.3 
l.k 

0 

0 

0 
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In the math test 23.17o mastered no objectives and only 25. 2% mastered three 
or more objectives. In the reading test 22.3% mastered none, and only 23,77o 
mastered three or more. 

Table 14 presents the distribution of the percentage of students achieving 
various levels of mastery. 54.67o achieved 50% or more of the objectives 
originally failed in the math test, and 49.6% achieved that amount in the 
language test. 

C. Objective #3 : "To determine the extent of which the program, as 
actually carried out, coincided with the program as described in the project 
proposal.*' 

The component seirvred the needs of the target population previously described. 
The EHAB component functioned well under capable supervisory leadership and the 
program, as implemented, coincided with the description in the proposal. There 
were, however, several drawbacks noted which affected efficiency and probably 
outcome at several of the instructional sites. These are as follows: 

1. While the program's quality was good due to the performance by the dedicated 
teaching staff, judged to be good - excellent, the program services a very 
difficult target population. Even within this population there are distinct 
levels of handicap. The mixing of noncommunicable autistic children with 
non-autistic (as obseirved at one site) appeared to affect the training of the 
latter type. The degree of emotional outburst and lack of control of the 
autistic pupil seemed to reduce the probability of successful remediation 

in the nonautistic pupil. 

2. As in the previous year, busing problems existed at virtually all the sites 
throughout the duration of the program. Bus drivers were reported to be 
disorganized and uncooperative. 

3. Two teachers -in-charge recommended that better sites be chosen. One site 
was deemed unsafe due to gang activity and the harassment of pupils. Another 
maintained barely more than half their projected enrollment due to the extensive 

47 



Table ll| 



JISTRIBUTION OF PEROTACB OF PUHLS ACHIEVING I£VELS OF MASTERlf 
OF INSTRmNAL OBJECTIVES 



Math Tests 



Language Testa 



Percentage of Mastery of 
Instructional Objectives 
lOlijectives Achieved) 
lObjectives AtteE^ted) 



Mer of Pupils Percentage of Pupils Niiber of Pupils Percentage of Pupils 



90-10(4 


36 


25.2 


3^ 


2l(.5 


60 - 89!( 


3 


2.1 


1 


0.7 


?0 - 79ll 


3 


2.1 


2 


H 




a 


ill.? 


20 


lU 


50-5^ 


15 


10.5 , 


12 


8.6 


liO- It9{ 


9 


6.3 


5 


3.6 


30 • % 


8 


5.6 




10.1 


20.. % 




7.T 


U 


7.9 


10- lfl< 


5 


3.5 


■ T 


5.0 




32 


22.li 


33 


23.T 
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excursion of their bus. 

4. Money for supplies was short, 

5. As In the previous year, many students were lost due to the Indeflnlteness 
of the program caused by late funding. 

6. As In the past suxnoier, testing continued to produce question because the 
selected testing method proved too difficult and too lengthy causing severe 
motivational problems. Furthermore, lack of an Individual skilled In test 
diagnosis and teaching prescription rendered the task of defining Individualized 
remedial treatment based on test outcome difficult. 

III. The NI component. 

A. Objective #1 ; "To determine If, as a result of partlc^V^-^"? iti the 
program, 70 percent of the pupils master at least one Instruction^ A :^\fi^^itlve 
which prior to the program they did not master." 

Table 15 summarizes the data according to the percentage of students 

passing the pretest and the percentage of students passing the post-test for 

both the math and reading test. Regarding the specific goal of objective 

i^l, 85% of those students receiving a post-test mastered at least one math 

Instructional objective, while 87% mastered at least one reading objective 

(see Table 19). 

B. Objective #2 ; "To determine, as a result of participation In the 
program, the extent to which pupils demonstrate mastexry of Instructional 
objectives." 

Table 16 reports the number of students not receiving a post-test. 
9.8% of the Initial registrants appear under the math coltmm and 22% appear 
mder the langxiage colunn. It should be noted that many of the students reported 
In this table successfully mastered all the objectives tested In the pretest. 

Table 17 reports the distribution of participants demonstratlug mastery of 
the objectives prior to Instruction. The greatest percentage of students 
(64.7% for math, and 71.9% for reading) mastered 25%, or less, of the objectives 
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Table 15 

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS ORIGINALLY PASSING THE PRETEST AND THE PERCENTAGE 
PASSING THE POST-TEST AFTER INITIALLY FAILING PRETEST ACCORDING TO INSTRUC- 
TIONAL OBJECTIVE IN THE NI COMPONENT'S MODIFICATION OF THE SDAT AND SDRT 



Percentage 
passing 

Instructional Objectives pretest 
Math 

1101 Preoperational concepts 56 

1106.01 Real number: sequence 28 

1106.02 Real ntraiber: place value 12 

1107.01 Addition: no regrouping 40 

1107.02 Addition: with regrouping 26 

1108.01 Subtraction: no regrouping 24 

1108.02 Subtraction: with regrouping 8 

1109.01 Multiply: no regrouping 9 

1109.02 Multiply: with regrouping 7 

1110.01 Division: one place, no remainder 6 

1110.02 Division: one place, with remainder 2 
Reading 

2102 Initial consonants 12 

2102.01 Initial consonants: with picture clue 40 

2104 Final consonants 12 

2104.01 Final consonants: with picture clue 8 



Percentage 
only passing 
post-test 



49 
30 
37 
43 
17 
28 
12 
6 
6 
5 
2 

54 
53 
54 
19 
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Table 15 (con't.) 

Instructional Objectives Pretest Post-test 

2105 Consonant blends 14 35 

2106 Vowels: single letter 14 50 

2107 Vowels: more than one letter 14 50 



Note, The number of students involved with each objective can be 
determined from information provided in Table 18. 
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DISTRIBIfTION 07 HIPII, NON-MASTBRT ON PHBIEST AM) HO POSI-IEST km UP 



Math Tests 



Language Teste 



Huaber of Instructional 

Objectives Failed Number of Pupils Percentage of Pupils Number of Pupils Percentage of Pupils 



15 or more 
13-ll» 
11-12 
9-10 
7-8 
5-6 



3-1 
1-2 

Not tested 



2 

5 

\ 

1 
0 
2 
2 
1 



11.8 
29.i* 
23.5 

5.9 

0 

11,8 
11.8 

5.9 



10.5 

7.9 
2.6 

llf.7 

10.5 
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Table 17 



DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL MASTERy OF INSTRUCPIOKAL OBJECTIVE PRIOR TO INSTRUCTION 



Math Tests 



Percentage of Mastery 

of Instructional Objectives 

76-100^ 
51- 75^ 
26- 50f, 
0- 2^ 



Number of Pupils 

7 

10 
38 

101 



Percentage of Pupils 

6.k 
2k.k 
6U.7 



Language Tests 



Percentage of Mastery 

of Insttiictional Objectives 

76-IOO5& 
51- 75^ 
26- 50^ 

0- 25^ 



Ntmiber of Pupils 
5 

10 

23 

97 



Percentage of Pupils 

3.7 

7.h 
17.0 
71.9 
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tested In the pretest. 

Table 18 suxnnarizes by instructional objective the number and percentage 
of students achie>'ing mastery during ^i^ost-testing for both reading and math. 

Table 19 presents the number of objectives mastered after instruction. 
In the math test l4v77o mastered no objective, and only 21.2% mastered three or 
more. In the language test 12.6% mastered none and 41.5% mastered three or more. 

Table 20 presents the distribution of the percentage of students achieving 
various levels of mastery. 10.8% of the students achieved 50% or more of the 
objectives originally failed in the math test and 42.9% achieved that amount in 
the language test. 

C. Ob jective #3 : '*To determine the extent of which the program, as actually 
carried out, coincided with the program as described in the project proposal.'* 

The component serviced the needs of the neurologically impaired and/or 

severely physically handicapped pupils. The NI component functioned smoothly 

and efficiently under capable and concerned supervision and leadership. It 

offered a solid teaching regimen coinciding directly with the program described 

in the proposal. A few wrinkles appeared but these did not affect the quality 

of teaching. They are as follows: 1. At two sites (PS 199M and IS 144X. there 

were bus schedule difficulties. At PS 18R the bus route was too Icmg and 

produced late attendance. 2. Late funding affected the number of students 

participating in the program. Parents sent their children to private programs 

which were definitely scheduled; It also limited the availability of supplies. 

3. Testing was a problem since it proved to be too difficult a level for many 

of the students, yet too easy for many others. 4. The need for more clinical 

staff was obvious. Availability of a nurse or trained health aide would be 

useful, especially since these children are prone to illness and have special 

toileting problems. The teachers were not skilled in the care of severely 

physically handicapped children. Many of the children experience speech 
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TABLE 18 

DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL MASTERY BY INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVE AS A RESIST OF INSTRUCTION 
THE RATIO OF PUPILS ACHIEVING MASTERY TO PUPILS ATTEMPTING MASTERY 
AND THE PERCENTAGE OF MASTERY 



Instructional Objective 
Math 

1101 Preoperational concepts 

1106.01 Real number: sequence 

1106.02 Real number: place value 

1107.01 Addition: no regrouping 

1107.02 Addition: with regrouping 

1108.01 Subtraction: no regrouping 

1108.02 Subtraction: with regrouping 

1109.01 Multiply: no regrouping 

1109.02 Multiply: with regrouping 

1110.01 Division: one place, no remainder 

1110.02 Division: one place, with remainder 
, Reading 

2102 Initial consonants 

2102.01 Initial consonants: with picture clue 

2104 Final consonants 

2104.01 Final consonants: with picture clue 



Ratio 



33/68 

34/113 

51/138 

40/94 

19/115 

33/119 

17/142 

8/141 

9/145 

7/144 

3/150 

64/119 
43/81 
64/119 
23/124 



Percentage 

48.5 

30.1 

37.0 

42.6 

16.5 

27.7 

12.0 

5.7 

6.2 

4.9 

2.0 

53.8 
53.1 
53.8 
18.5 
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Table 18 (con't.) 



Inatructtonal Objective 

2105 Consonant blends 

2106 Vowels: single letter 

2107 Vowels: more than one letter 



Ratio 



40/114 
58/115 
58/115 



Parcentage 
35.1 
50.4 
50.4 
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Table 19 



DISTRIBUTION OF TIIE NUMBER 0? INSTRUCTIOML OBJECTIVES MASTERED AFTER INSTRUCTION 



M ath Tests 

Number of Instructional 

Objectives Mastered Number of Pupils Percentage of Pupils 

None 23 14 . 7 

1-2 100 64.1 

3-4 • 26 16.7 

5-6 6 3.9 

7-8 0 0 

9-10 1 0.6 

11 or more 

Language Tests 

Number of Instructional 

Objectlv • Mjqctered Number of Pupils Percentage of Pupils 

None 17 12 . 6 

1-2 62 45.9 

3-4 34 25.2 

5-6 , 20 14.8 

7-8 2 l.,5 

9-10 

11 or more 
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Table pn 



DISTRIBUTION OF PERCENTAGE OF PUHLS ACHIEVING LEVELS OF >!AST2RI 
OF INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES 



Math Tests 



Language Tests 



atage of Mastery of 
actional Objectives 
actives Achieved) 
actives Attempted) 



Number of Pupils Percentage of Pupils Number of Pupils Percentage of Pupils 



- lOOj 


6 


3.8 


25 


18.5 


- m 


1 


0.6 


12 


8.9 


- 7^ 


0 


0 


8 


5.9 


- 6^ 


5 


3.2 


8 


5.9 


- 59* 


5 


3.2 


5 


3.7 


- 1*9* 


7 


h.y 


11 


8.1 


- 39* 


16 


10.3 


8 


5.9 


- 29* 


23 




26 


19.3 


- 19* ; 


43 


27.6 


16 


11.9 


■ 5* 


50 


32.1 


16 


n.9 
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problems but there was no speech therapist. Also, since many of these pupils 
were homebound during the regular school year, the new situation produced 
some behavioral difficulties and/or adjustment problems. 5. Last summer, 
the previous evaluator pointed out that several children had been excluded 
from the program. The same condition occurred this year because there was 
no conveniently located center for those pupils residing in north Queens. 
IV. The TTI component. 

A. Objective #1 : *'To determine if, as a result of participation in the 
program, 70 percent of the pupils master at least one instructional objective 
which prior to the program they did not master." 

Table 21 summarizes the data according to the percentage of students 

passing the pretest and the percentage of students passing the post-test for 

both the math and reading test. Regarding the specific goal of objective 

#1, 78% of those students receiving a post-test mastered at least one math 

objective, 61% mastered at least one reading objective (see Table 25). 

B. Objective #2 : To determine as a result of participation in the program, 
the extent to which pupils demonstrate mastery of instructional objectives.'* 

Table 22 reports the number of students not receiving a post-test. 15.9% 
of the initial registrants appear under the math column and 25% appear under 
the language column. 

Table 23 reports the distribution of participants demonstrating mastery 
of the objectives prior to instruction. 

Table 24 summarizes by instructional objective the number and percentage 
of students achieving mastery during post-testing for both reading and math. 

Table 25 presents the number of objectives mastered as a result of in- 
struction. In the math test, 21.6% mastered no objective and only 13.5% 
mastered three or more. In the reading test 39.4% mastered none and 30.3% 
mastered three or more. 

Table 26 presents the distribution of the percentage of students achieving 
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Table 21 

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS ORIGINALLY PASSING THE PRETEST AND THE PERCENTAGE 
PASSING THE POST-TEST AFTER INITIALLY FAILING PRETEST ACCORDING TO INSTRUC- 
TIONAL OBJECTIVE IN THE TTI COMPONENT'S MODIFICATION OF THE SDAT AND SDRT 



Instructional Objective 
Math 

1101 Preoperational concepts 

1106.01 Real number: sequence 

1106.02 Real number: place number 

1107.01 Addition: no regrouping 

1107.02 Addition: with regrouping 

1108.01 Subtraction: no regrouping 

1108.02 Subtra-ctlon: with regrouping 

1109.01 Multiplication: no regrouping 

1109.02 Multiplication: with regrouping 

1110.01 Division: one place, no remainder 

1110.02 Division: one place, with remainder 
Reading 

2102 Initial consonants 

2102.01 Initial consonants: with picture clue 
2104 Final consonants 

2104.01 Final consonants: with picture clue 



Percentage 
passing 
pretest 



54 
46 
8 
66 
48 
65 
22 
35 
25 
0 
0 

27 
94 
27 
7 



Percentage 
only passing 
post-test 



77 
65 
27 
27 

0 
50 

7 
22 
33 
29 
33 

54 
100 
54 
15 
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Table 21 (con't,) 

Instructi onal Objective pretest post^test 

2105 Consonant blends 38 25 

2106 Vowels: single letter 58 57 

2107 Vowels: more than one letter 58 57 



Note. The number of students involved with each objective can be 
determined with information provided in Table 24 : 
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' Table 22 



DISTRIBI/TIOIT OF PUPIL NON-MASTERI ON PRETEST AND NO POST-TEST FOILOM UP 



Math Tests 



Language Tests 



Nirnber of Instructional 

Objectives Failed Number of Pupils Percentage of Pupils ' Huniber of Pupila Percentage of Pupils 



15 or more 
13-11^ 
11-12 
9-10 

7-8 .1 IM 

5-6 ' 0 0 

3-V 2 28.6 

1 lh,y 
0 0 0 
Not tested 3 



1 
1 
2 
0 
1 

6 



9.1 
9.1 

18.2 
0 

'9.1 
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Table 23 



DISTRIBUnON OF PUPIL MASTEKf OF INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVE PRIOR TO IMSTRUCTION^ 



Math TecSs 



Percentage of Mastery 

of Instructional Objectlvea 



76-1005^ 

26- 50^ 
0- 25^6 



Number of Pupils 

3 
6 

15 

13 



Percentage of Pupils 
8.1 

40,5 
35.1 



Percentage of Mastery 

of Instructional Objectives 

76-10056 
51- 73i 
26- 50^ 
0- 25?t 



Language Tests 

Number of P'jrpile 

5 
8 
8 

12 



Percentage of Pupils 

15.2 
24.2 
24.2 
36.4 
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Table 24 



DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL MASTERY BY INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVE AS A RESULT OF INSTRUCTION 
Tm RATIO OF PUPILS ACHIEVING MASTERY TO PUPILS ATTEMPTING MASTERY 
AND THE PERCENTAGE OF MASTERY 



Instructional Objective 
Math 

1101 Preoperational concepts 

1106.01 Real number: sequence 

1106.02 Real number: place number 

1107.01 Addition: no regrouping 

1107.02 Addition: with regrouping 

1108.01 Subtraction: no regrouping 

1108.02 Subtraction: with regrouping 

1109.01 Multiplication: no regrouping 

1109.02 Multiplication: with regrouping 

1110.01 Division: one place, no remainder 

1110.02 Division: one place, with remainder 
Reading 

2102 Initial consonants 

2102.01 Initial consonants: with picture clues 

2104 Final consonants 

2104.01 Final consonants: with picture clues 

2105 Consonant blends 

2106 Vowels: single letter 

2107 Vowels : more than one letter 



Ratio 



13/17 

13/20 

5/22 

3/11 

0/14 

4/8 . 

1/14 

2/9 

2/6 

2/7 

1/3 

13/24 

2/2 

13/24 

3/20 

5/20 

8/14 

8/14 



Percent ggg 

76.5 
65.0 
22./ 
27.3 
0 

50.0 

7.1 

22.2 

33.3 

28.6 

33.3 

54.2 

100 

'A. 2 

15.0 

25.0 

57.1 

57.1 
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Table 25 



DISTRIBUTION OF THE NUMBER OF INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES MASTERED AFTER INSTRUCTION 



Math Tests 



Number of Instructional 
Objectives Mastered 

None 

1-2 

3-4 

5-6 

7-8 

9-10 

11 or more 



Number of Pupils 
8 
24 



Percenta ge of Pupils 
21.6 
64.9 
13.5 



Number of InstrJictioiial 
O bjectives MastHrad 

None 

1-2 

3-4 

5-6 

7-8 

9-10 



Language Tests 

Number c.T Pupils 
13 
10 
9 



Percentage of Pupils 
39.4 
30.3 
27.3 
3.0 



11 or more 
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Table 26 



DISTRIBUTION OF mmkOZ OF PMLS ACHIEVING lim OF MASTEIff 
OF IIISTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES 



Math Tests Language Tests 

Percentage of Masteryof 
Instructional Objectives 
( ftiectives Achieved] 

Objectives Attea^ied[^ Nuaber of Pupils Ferccntage of Pupils Niiter of P-^iils Percentage of Pupils 

90-iooj -2 5.r 

80-89} 0 0 

70. 7^ 2 %h 

60-6^ k 10.8 

50 - 5^ 5 13.5 

^- '^9( 1 2.7 

30- M 6 16.2 

20-2^ 8 21.6 

10-1^ 1 2,7 

0- 9J 8 21.6 





12.1 


3 


9.1 


0 


0 




10.8 


k 


12.1 


1 


3.0 


0 


0 


h 


12.1 


0 


0 


13 


39A 
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various levels of mastery. 35.1% of the students achieved 50% or more of the 
objescives origir^ally failed in the math test and 44.1% achieved that amount in 
the reading tef«t. 

C^. O bjective #3 : "To detarmino: the extent of which the program, as 
actually carried out, coincided with the program as described in th<>. project 
proposal 

The demonstration classes of the Teacher Training Institute served the 
needs of its two target populations emotionally handicapped children and 
neurolpgically impaired. Furthermore, it served the needs of the teacher 
trainees. The component functioned smoothly under able leadership and coin- 
cided with the program described in the proposal. There were just a few draw- 
backs: 1. Late funding produced loss of students crucial to the purposes of the 
training institute and caused lack of supplies during the early part of the pro- 
gram, 2, Busing was a consisten.n problem, 3. The TTI supervisor, by dint of 
her central location in the principal's office and not by choice, was forced into 
a role of building coordinator, trouble-shooter and liaison \7ith bus drivers, 
target for evaluators of other programs, and other -problem --solver in general. 
All of these detract from her time which should be directed to her primary role, 
4. miile teacher trainees were not polled directly, obverv^^cions made at the 
site suggest that the program fulfills the requirements of the proposal; 
however, the underenrollment of students in the demonstration classes decreases 
the opportunity Tor them to work directly with the children. 

IV. Summary of Major Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations 
With regard to the points covered by the evaluation objectives, it is clear 
that more than 70% of the pupils mastered at least one objective. Indeed, the 
majority of the students mastered more. The amount of successful remediation 
varied greatly in terras of the number of the instructional objectives which were 
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attained by each pupil in the program. However, it Is clear that the achieve- 
ment of at least one to four objectives generally can be expected over the duration 
of the summer program. It is the judgement of the present evaluator that 
greater success is possible, that is, more pupils can attain more objectives. 

The mastery of objectives is a function of several variables- Some of 
the important ones appear to be the type of microskills tested by the diag- 
nostic instrument, the interpretation of the test result and the planning 
of remedial treatment of the individual, and a reasonable amount of time for 
the implementation of the treatment. The operation of these variables in 
the summer program was obvious . 

Based on the foregoing, the following recommendations are made: 

1. Criterion reference tests are a relatively new approach to remedial programs 
such as the present one. The availability, quality, and utility for the 
published tests is not clear. Consequently, few teachers are sophisticated 
enough to choose, use, and interpret a test adequately for their purposes. 

The problem is further compounded by the fact that the target population here 
was handicapped one, bringing with it a unique set of difficulties to the 
test situation. It is recommended that, at the state level, guidelines be 
developed for the use of the available tests for th's particular population. 
Another alternative would be to develop at the state level a diagnostic instru- 
ment geared to the requirements of the SED classification system of instruc- 
tional objectives. 

2. It is recommended that each component have as part of its staff an indi- 
vidual (or individuals) sophisticated in the use of criterion-referenced tests 
for the purposes of interpretation of test results, the planning of prescriptive 
measures, and the advising of teachers in the matter of treatment plans. 

3. It is further recommended that attempts be made at solving the problem of 
late funding. Virtually a full week, if not more, is lost by many of the 
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participants. In addition to recruitment difficulties, many administrative 
hassles must be solved at a time when one might expect that the goals of 
the problem could be in the process of realization. Moreover, the effectiveness 
of the testing program, the development of appropriately individualized teaching 
plans (or group plans), and actual instruction is delayed; all of r^-^xh directly 
undermine the success of the program. 

Other recommendations can be made: 1. Review the transportation situation 
to determine how to improve the efficiency of the system from the school's side. 
2, Better sites be located for the EHAB classes which were held at PS 127X 
and PS 242K. 3. llave two site.^ in Queens for the NI component and two sites 
in Richmond for the EH/VB component. 4. The separation of noncommunicable 
autistic children, prone to emotional outburst, from those children which have 
a greater chance of successful remediation, 5. A speech therapist and nurse 
(or at least a health aide) be made available to the NI component. 6. A central 
depository for materials which can be saved and used the following year should 
be located in order to help offset the problem of insufficient funds for 
supplies . 

In closing, the summer program was clearly successful in providing needed 
instruction for Title I handicapped children as determined by both hard data 
and the judgement of the evaluator. The above recommendations are meant to 
be positive and constructive points to enhance that success. The evaluator 's 
final recommendation is that the program be recycled for next year. 



74 



63 

Program Abstract 

The Summer Program in Reading and Mathematics for Handicapped Pupils 
in Special Education Classes, Function No. 09-61625(a), aimed tc> maintain 
and to improve these skills through individualized and small group instruction. 
Initial diagnostic testing using criterion-referenced tests indicated those basic 
skills in which a participant would benefit by improvement. These target areas 
were subjected to a prescriptive multi-modal teaching method involving a wide 
range of materials and techniques. To determine the extent of successful 
remediation, pupils were later re tested. For each of the four components 
involved- NIEH, EHAB, NI, knd TTI- it was found, in respective order, that 
917o, 777o, 857o, and 787o of the students mastered at least one math objective 
and 937., 787o, 877o, and 61% mastered at least one language objective. Further- 
more, the results indicated that in either category the majority of participants 
could obtain from one to four instructional objectives. 
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Summer Teacher Training Institute 
P.S. 199 M - 270 West 70th Street 
New York, N. Y. 10023 



Function # 09 61625 - Summer 1975 



BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVES 
IN MATH BASED ON THE 
STANFORD DIAGNOSTIC 
ARITHMETIC TEST 
(Level 1 - (Form X and W) 



STATE CODE 
1101 

1106.01 
1106.02 



1107.01 



1107.02 



1108.01 



1108.02 



1109.01 



1. 



2. 



Demonstrates ability to match numerals with a pictorial representation. 
(3/4 " mastery) (Test 1, part A, items 1-4) 

Demonstrates the ability to complete a sequence of numbers which 
increases by equal increments. (5/7 = mastery) (Test 1, part A, 
items 5,6,13,14,15,17,19) 



5. 



7. 



8. 



1109.02 9. 

1110.01 10. 

1110.02 11. 



Demonstrates the knowledge of place value by recording numerals in 
the appropriate places . 

(3/4 = Mastery) (Test 1, part C, items 1-4) 

Demonstrates the ability to add two-place numbers without re-grouping. 
(2/3 - mastery) (Test 2, Part A, items 1-3) 

Demonstrates the ability to add two and three-place numbers with 
re-grouping. (4/6 = Mastery) (Test 2, part A, items 4-9) 

Demonstrates the ability to subtract two and three-place numbers 
without re-grouping. (4/6 « Mastery) (Test 2, part B, items 1-6) 

Demonstrates the ability to subtract two and three-place numbers 
with re-grouping. (4/6 « Mastery) (Test 2, part B, items 7-12) 

Demonstrates the ability to multiply without re-grouping. 
(4/6 = Mastery) (Test 2, part C, items 1-6) 

Demonstrates the ability to multiply with re-grouping. 
(4/6 = Mastery) (Test 2, part C, items 7-12) 

Demonstrates the ability to divide one-place divisors with no 
remainder. (4/6 = Mastery) (Test 2, part D, items 1-6) 

Demonstrates the ability to divide one-place divisors with a 
remainder (4/6 « Mastery) (Test 2, part D, items 7-12) 
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BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVES 
IN READING BASED ON THE 
STANFORD DIAGNOSTIC READING 
TEST - (Level 1, Form X & W) 



Summer Teacher Training Institute 
P.S. 199 M - 270 West 70th Street 
New York, N. Y. 10023 

Function YA 09 61625 - Summer 1975 



STATE CODE 

2101 + 2104 1. Demonstrates the ability to identify common sounds 

in initial and final positi'ons (11/15 ^ Mastery) 
(Form X + W (Test 3, items 1-16) 

2102.01 2. Demonstrates the ability to match initial consonant 

graphemes with picture clues (Form X + W, 1 = Mastery) 
Form X (Test 5, part A, item 3) 
Form W (Test 5, part A, item 1) 

2106 + 2107 3. Demonstrates the ability to match initial vowel 

graphemes with picture clues 
Form X (4/5 " Mastery) 
Form V7 (3/4 " Mastery) 

Form X (Test 5, part A, items 1,5,7,10,11) 
Form W (Test 3, items 3, 10, 13, 15) 

2105 4. Demonstrates the ability to match blend 

graphemes wit'\ picture clues 

Form X (5/7 = Mastery) 

Fortr. W (8/11 « Mastery) 

FormX (Test 5, part A. Items 2,4,6,8,12,15,16) 

Form W (Test 5, items 2,4,5,6,8,9,10,13,15,16,17) 

2104.01 5. Demonstrates the ability to match final lettex 

graphemes with picture clues 
(Form X + W (13/18 « Mastery) 
(Form X + W (Test 5, part B, item 1-18) 
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30. (iriteriofl Referenced Tejtt Results: (sunmary of MIR form tabulation) 



Cod.?i 


y — *» 

Instructional 


Publisher 


Level 


Component 
Code 


Subgroup 


Pretest 


Posttest 


No. of Pupils 


No. of Pupils 


Passing 


Failing 


from 
Col.2 
Passing 


froi 
Col,2 
Failing ■ 




(1) 


(2) 






J 




/V 


31 






If 


II ox 




J 


1 1 


'1 




0 






0 




bet f La 


ji 


ii 




/I 


0 


1 


X 


r 


' llCi- 




K 


II 




' ! 


1 




1 


0 






'1 


■ II 


'I 


i 1 


10 




n 






Am/ nM(M<icr' 


, '1 




if 


ll 


X 


i, 5 


ll 




iloi 




.11 


1 i . 




/I 


f 


/ r 




1 


IIOl 01 






' 1 . , 






lO 


it 










\\ 


M ■ 


ll 




t 






a 






1' ■ 




II 




J 




Ii 


// 






M 




1/ 








1,11,1, 




l/OliOl 




II 


■ "1 ■ 


ll 






^ 7 


/ 




//ol 


fHii/fjp/i^fin 


'1 ' 


II 


ll 






If 


6 


/I 


jioioi 


rt"jrot(fi)ij 


'< 


'I 


!' 


)■ 


> 


fi 


0 








M 


M 


) * 


M 


/ 




0 


f 

f3 


llio 


Aw /I ^ 


•/ 


11 




■1 


0 




0 


3 



30. Criterion Referenced Test Results! (sumary of MIR form tabulation) 
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30. Criterion Referenced Test Results: (sumniiry of MIR form tebulattcn) 
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30. Criterion Referenced Test Hesults : (simary of MIR form tabulation) 
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30. Criterion Referenced Test Results: (simary of MIR form tabulation) 
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MIR form tabulation) 
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30. Criterion Referenced Test Results: (summary of MIR form tabulation) 
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30. Criterion Referenced Test Results: (suranary of MIR form tabulation) 
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30. Criterion Referenced Test Results: {sumary of MIR form tabulation) 
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30. Criterion Referenced Test Results: (sunmary of MIR form tabulation) 
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30. Criterion Referenced Test Results: (sunmary of MIR form tabulation) 
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30. Criterion Referenced Test Results: (sumary of MIR form tabulation) 
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30. Criterion Refetenced ^wt Results; (sumnary of MIR form tabulation) 
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30. , Criterion Referenced Test Results: (sunroary of MIR form tabulation) 
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30. Criterion Referenced Test Results; (sumary of MIR form tabulation) 
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30. Criterion Referenced Test Results: (sunmary of MIR form tabulation) 
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30. Criterion Referenced Test Results: (sumary of MIR form tabulation) 
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■'30. Criterion Referenced Test Results : (sunmary of MIR form tabulation) 
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30. Criterion Referenced Test Reaults : (suiiinary of MIR form tabulation) 




30. Criterion Referenced Test Results! (aumraary of MIR form tabulation) 
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